Many faculty developers spend a significant portion of their time working as consultants with faculty members. How successful are they in this role? Argyris and Schon (1974) and Argyris (1970) suggest that effectiveness in a consulting relationship depends on three factors. First, the consultant must elicit valid information about the problem. If relevant information is withheld or hidden (whether deliberately or unintentionally), problem identification, problem solving, and decision-making are hindered. Second, it is important to create a climate which encourages free and informed (rather than coerced) choices and commitments. Third, no progress can be made unless the person seeking assistance freely decides to take action and to monitor success or failure.
If these are the conditions of a successful consulting relationship, what strategies are most consistent with 64 To Improve the Academy them? Argyris (1982) makes two essential points. The first concerns control. Only if clients share in the design and control of tasks and the environment is there likely to be a free flow of information and free and informed choices. The second concerns the way in which individuals deal with negative feelings that emerge in working relations. Rather than trying to protect themselves and the other person in these threatening situations, they should work together to generate valid and relevant information.
These strategies for action and their associated values (valid information, free and informed choice, and internal commitment) call for a collaborative inquiry process. The faculty developers and their clients are viewed as interdependent. Neither is likely to have the solution to the problem at hand, and each requires the other's help in working through the problem.
GENERATION OF CASE STUDIES
In order to collect data to assess the effectiveness of faculty developers in complex interpersonal situations, we invited fourteen faculty developers attending a workshop at a national conference to write up a detailed study. The background for the case described Professor White (an alias) who is dissatisfied with the performance of student J. Doe in his class. White wants to keep Doe in class and help him pass, but is giving his final warning. We provided workshop participants with a transcript of some of Professor White's statements to Doe. These statements were said to represent the range of meanings that Professor White communicated to Doe.
1. Doe, your performance is not up to standard; moreover, you seem to be carrying a chip on your shoulder.
2. It appears to me that this has affected your performance in a number of ways. You seem lethargic, uncommitted, and disinterested. My students cannot have those characteristics.
3. Let's discuss your feelings about your performance.
4. Doe, I know you want to talk about the injustices that you believe have been perpetrated on you in the past. I do not want to spend a lot of time discussing something that happened several months ago. Nothing constructive will come from it. It's behind us.
5. I want to talk about you today, and about your future in my class.
We asked each faculty developer to produce: (a) an analysis and critique of how White dealt with Doe; (b) any recommendations they would give to White, and (c) a conversation they would have with White if he came to them and said, "How well do you feel l dealt with Doe." We used the following format:
In this column, write any concurrent thoughts or feelings you would have that, for whatever reasons, you would not communicate with White.
In this column, write what you would say to White, how you would expect White to respond, and how you would respond to White's reply. Write up the actual conversation with White.
We examined the cases for each faculty developer's judgments of White's effectiveness, the implied theory of effectiveness embedded in the analysis and critique of White's performance, and the extent to which the dialogue generated was consistent with the inferred theory of effectiveness. We invite the reader to consider his or her own theory of effectiveness before going on.
ANALYSIS AND CRITIQUE OF WHITE'S EFFECTIVENESS
An examination of the "analysis and critique" section of the case write-ups led us to conclude that all of the faculty developers judged Professor White's performance to be inadequate. Column 1 of Table 1 presents illustrations from the developers' analyses and critiques of his effectiveness. We inferred their theories of effectiveness from their statements as illustrated in Column 2. During the workshop, we made these inferences explicit and participants confirmed them. "'You seem to have a check out your "share with students chip on your shoulder, assumptions assumptions/percepassumption never tions of chip; ask, checked out" if accurate, how and why?"
"The whole tone of set positive tone; "Instructor should this is extremely avoid defensiveness indicate concern negative and will prorather than bably put the student criticism" on the defensive." "Instructor seems to don't prejudge "Instructor should have already made try not to form an up his mind" opinion until he has heard the student's side of the story" "The professor attritest out your "Hear out from bu tes all sorts of attributions student why she/he reasons to student isn't doing well; for the poor perforperhaps White's inmance-chip, etc.-terpretation of which may or may situation is false" not be valid"
Column 3 of Table 1 presents the developers' recommendations to White. In the cases illustrated, their recommendations are consistent with their theories of effectiveness. However, there were times when the reasoning about White's effectiveness was internally inconsistent. For example, one developer wrote, "The teacher has already prejudged or determined the cause of the student's poor performance-'past injustices'!" But that statement indicates that the consultant has made a judgment without any apparent attempt to verify its accuracy. When we made the participants in the workshop aware of this paradox, namely, that they were doing to White exactly what they had judged as ineffective when White did it to Doe, they readily acknowledged it. However, they said they would not actually say or do these things to White. We need, therefore, to examine the dialogues they created to see whether their conversations with White were consistent with their theories of effectiveness. Tables 2, 3 , and 4 present the complete dialogues generated by three of the participants. These cases were chosen, because they reflected the major findings of our analysis clearly and concisely. 2 Notice in Table 2 that:
1. The left column gives information about the developer's theory of effectiveness: avoid negative critiques (A); don't be blunt (C); allow client's participation (B); allow the expression of feelings (C). (The letters in parentheses refer to paragraphs in Table 2.) 2. The left column also reveals the developer's espoused strategies: "don't jump in with negative critiques" (A); "probe to see if White can come to ... " (B); and "open up an avenue of discussion ... "(C)
3. The developer wants to "show the value of discussing" (C), and "open up an avenue of discussion ... share ideas," but paradoxically does not share his or her own feelings and judgments in the dialogue on the right.
After the questioning strategy (D, F) designed to lead
White to come to the developer's diagnosis doesn't work, the developer eases in his or her own diagnosis, but indirectly: "do you think it might have helped ... ?" (H), and "we all need to ... " (J). 5. The developer evaluates performance, "Doe was not allowed to participate" (B), "you were negative" (C), and assumes that these are accurate and valid without question. 6. The developer's diagnosis that Doe was not allowed to participate (B) implies that is is important to allow the client to participate in the dialogue. The strategy is not to confront White directly with the diagnosis but rather to ask a series of questions. When Doe's answer (G) to a question is not consistent with the developer's diagnosis, the answer is ignored, and another question is asked (H). 7. The developer wants to "open up an avenue of discussion . . . share ideas" (C), but sharing the diagnosis would violate his or her criteria for effectiveness, which is "don't jump in with a negative critique" (A) and "don't be blunt" (C). Hence, built into the theory of effectiveness and reasoning are features which prevent openness and problem solving. (H) FD: I agree he may not have shown much interest in the past. The question is whether it is too late for him to behave in a way that would allow him a success for the remainder of the class. If it is, perhaps it is appropriate for him to withdraw now and take the course later.
(I) White: Well, I consider it a failure on my part if I can't communicate my enthusiasm for this class at a level where students will sense and respond to it. I really don't want him to drop out.
( Table 3 continued on page 71.) admitting or testing them. Consequently, they could have been acting on the basis of inaccurate information. They rarely confronted each other or raised threatening issues. They avoided expressing negative feelings. Their emphasis was on being logical, objective, and unemotional. As a result, the issues that need to be raised to solve significant problems were unlikely to be expressed.
The behaviors these case studies suggested are consistent with attempts to manage information and to control both the situation and the other person. These actions are likely to create defensiveness, mistrust, and little learning. The faculty developers espoused openness and problem solving, but their case studies revealed behavior unlikely to lead to either. They created paradoxes, dilemmas, and inconsistencies, and they did not seem to be aware of them. Faculty developers do not deliberately design their actions to produce these consequences. When these dilemmas were pointed out to them, they readily admitted to them. Our work suggests to us that faculty developers have theories-of-action of which they are unaware, but which actually govern their behaviors. These theories-in-use are different from their espoused theories of effective action.
Research on various adult populations indicates that most people have a theory-in-use that, in fact, differs from the one they espouse. Argyris and Schon (1974) have called this theory -in -use Model 1. They have found it in over 99% of the more than 2000 professionals they have studied (Argyris, 1983) .
This Model 1 theory-in-use has its basic values or governing variables: define your goals and try to achieve them, maximize your chances of reaching your goals (avoid losing), be rational, and minimize the generation of negative feelings. The behaviors of the developers (withhold information, make unillustrated and untested evaluations, etc.) and the strategies which are inferred to underlie them (manage the information and control the task) flow from and are consistent with Model 1 governing variables. In complex interpersonal situations, these values, strategies, and actions lead to counterproductive behavior and ineffectiveness.
To explain the inconsistencies and dilemmas in the faculty developers' cases, we must look to their thinking. They were confident of their analyses. Inferences and assumptions were taken as valid, even though Professor White may logically have made different inferences and assumptions. The faculty developers, by assuming their logic was correct and failing to test the validity of their inferences and assumptions, established a system of thinking in which error was possible and unlikely to be discovered. In addition, by withholding information and by minimizing the expression of negative feelings, the faculty developer helped to create a climate where the feedback necessary to detect errors was unlikely.
If you agree with our analyses and interpretations of the cases, and accept the theoretical position, then increasing faculty development effectiveness means becoming aware of your theory-in-use and the way in which it contradicts your espoused theory (Smith, 1983) . This task is difficult and complex. The bibliography contains several references which might be helpful: Argyris (1982) , Bolman (1978) , Heller (1982) .
